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DETAILED ACTION 

1. This action is responsive to the application filed on 29 June, 2001. Claims 1-29 
are pending. Claims 1-29 are directed to a method, computer program and apparatus 
for a "Enabling Communications of Electronic Data Between an Information Requestor 
and a Geographically Proximate Service Provider." 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Regarding claim 2, it is rejected under 35 U.S.C. §112 as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. The claim recites: "... in a tunneling protocol at the proxy ." It is 
not clear what the boundary of the claim is. Hence, the scope of the claim is 
unascertainable. 

However, in order to expedite a complete examination the Examiner asserts that 
this invention is understood as: "... further encapsulating the data requests in a Layer Two 
Tunneling protocol at the proxy ". 

3. Regarding claim 9 the phrase "user-defined preferences" renders the claim 
indefinite because the claim includes elements not actually disclosed (those 
encompassed by " user-defined preferences "), thereby rendering the scope of the claim 
unascertainable. See MPEP § 2173.05(d). This is applicable to all other claims where 
the phrase "user-defined preferences" is found . Furthermore, every claim which claims 
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dependency on a claim rejected under this paragraph is rejected by virtue of said 
dependency. 

However, in order to expedite a complete examination the Examiner asserts that 
this invention is understood as: "... the filtering is performed according to contents filtering ". 

4. Regarding claim 16 the phrase "...a disc" renders the claim indefinite because a 
disc is not defined; thereby rendering the scope of the claim unascertainable. See 
MPEP § 2173.05(d). This is applicable to all other claims where the phrase "a disc" is 
found . Furthermore, every claim which claims dependency on a claim rejected under 
this paragraph is rejected by virtue of said dependency. 

However, in order to expedite a complete examination the Examiner asserts that 
this invention is understood as: "... a hard disk ." 

5. Regarding claim 17 and 18 the phrase "a client device" and "host device" render 
the claims indefinite because a client device and host device are not defined; thereby 
rendering the scope of the claims unascertainable. See MPEP § 21 73.05(d). This is 
applicable to all other claims where the phrase "a client device or host device" is found . 
Furthermore, every claim which claims dependency on claims rejected under this 
paragraph is rejected by virtue of said dependency. 

However, in order to expedite a complete examination the Examiner asserts that 
this invention is understood as: "... a processor and memory ." 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a 
person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived 
by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 1,4, 5, 6, 8-12, 16-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Rabinovich (US 6,256,675) in view of Colev et al. (US 5,826,014. 

Rabinovich teaches the invention substantially as claimed including a system and 
method for distributing a request for an object from a requestor. (See col. 4, lines 41- 
43). Using an affinity value can b desirable to take into account geographical factors in 
the location of the requester in relation to the host that stores the replica. (See col. 7, 
lines 24-29). 
Claim 1 : 

Referring to claim 1 , Rabinovich teaches a method for transferring electronic 
data, the method comprising: 

receiving a request to access a communications system at a first geographic 
location from a client located at a second geographic location remote from the first 
geographic location; ( See col. 4 f lines 41-43 and col. 7, lines 24-29 ). 

identifying a proxy local to the client in the second geographic location; and 
receiving subsequent data requests from the client at the proxy. ( See Fig. 3 ). 
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Rabinovich teaches a system and method for distributing a request for an object 
from a requestor. (See above). Rabinovich does not explicitly disclose the proxy 
limitation. However, Coley extensively teaches the concept of proxy. (See abstract). 

Hence, it would have been obvious at the time of the invention for an artisan of 
ordinary skill in the art to combine the request distributor taught by Rabinovich with the 
proxy as disclosed by Coley. Using a proxy allows for concealing passwords from the 
public thus security is enhanced. Therefore, claim 1 is rejected. 
Claim 4 : 

Referring to claim 4, Rabinovich teaches the method of claim 1 , further 
comprising determining whether the data request can be satisfied by electronic data 
stored in a cache at the second geographic location. ( See col. 6, lines 1 1-13, 26-28 and 53- 
56 and col. 9, lines 53-55 ). Hence, it would have been obvious at the time of the invention 
for an artisan of ordinary skill in the art to use the request distributor taught by 
Rabinovich. Therefore, claim 4 is rejected. 
Claim 5 : 

Referring to claim 5, Rabinovich teaches the method of claim 1 , further 
comprising sending the data requests to the Internet. ( See col. 6, lines 7-8 and col 9, lines 
63-65 ). Hence, it would have been obvious at the time of the invention for an artisan of 
ordinary skill in the art to use the Internet taught by Rabinovich. Therefore, claim 5 is 
rejected. 
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Claim 6 : 

Referring to claim 6, Rabinovich teaches the method of claim 1 , further 
comprises retrieving electronic data responsive to the data requests at the proxy. 

Rabinovich teaches a system and method where the request distributor selects a 
host to respond to the request. (See col. 7, lines 39-44). Rabinovich does not explicitly 
disclose the proxy limitation. However, Coley extensively teaches the concept of proxy. 
(See abstract). 

Hence, it would have been obvious at the time of the invention for an artisan of 
ordinary skill in the art to combine the request distributor taught by Rabinovich with the 
proxy as disclosed by Coley. Using a proxy would allow for concealing passwords from 
the public thus security is enhanced. Therefore, claim 6 is rejected. 
Claim 8 : 

Referring to claim 8, Rabinovich teaches the method of claim 1 , further 
comprising performing filtering of electronic data at the proxy. 

Rabinovich teaches a system and method for distributing a request for an object 
from a requestor. (See above). Rabinovich does not explicitly disclose filtering of 
electronic data at the proxy. However, Coley extensively teaches the concept of proxy, 
(See abstract) and Coley further teaches a filtering technique known as "packet 
filtering." (See col. 3, lines 5-10). 

Hence, it would have been obvious at the time of the invention for an artisan of 
ordinary skill in the art to combine the request distributor taught by Rabinovich with the 
proxy as disclosed by Coley. Using a proxy would allow for concealing passwords from 
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the public thus security is enhanced and filtering is a technique used firewalls to protect 
the network. Therefore, claim 8 is rejected. 
Claim 9 : 

Referring to claim 9, Rabinovich teaches the method of claim 8, wherein the 
filtering is performed according to contents filtering. (See above). 

Rabinovich teaches a system and method for distributing a request for an object 
from a requestor. (See above). Rabinovich does not explicitly disclose filtering of 
electronic data at the proxy. However, Coley discloses contents filtering technique (See 
col. 3, lines 51-54). 

Hence, it would have been obvious at the time of the invention for an artisan of 
ordinary skill in the art to combine the request distributor taught by Rabinovich with the 
contents filtering as disclosed by Coley. Using a proxy would allow for concealing 
passwords from the public thus security is enhanced and filtering is a technique used 
firewalls to protect the network. Therefore, claim 9 is rejected. 
Claim 10 : 

Referring to claim 10, Rabinovich teaches the method of claim 1 , further 
comprising transferring electronic data responsive to the data requests to a client from 
the proxy. 

Rabinovich teaches a system and method where the request distributor selects a 
host to respond to the request. (See col. 7, lines 39-44). Rabinovich does not explicitly 
disclose the proxy limitation. However, Coley extensively teaches the concept of proxy. 
(See abstract). 
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Hence, it would have been obvious at the time of the invention for an artisan of 
ordinary skill in the art to combine the request distributor taught by Rabinovich with the 
proxy as disclosed by Coley. Using a proxy would allow for concealing passwords from 
the public thus security is enhanced. Therefore, claim 10 is rejected. 
Claim 11 : 

Referring to claim 1 1 , Rabinovich teaches the method of claim 1 , wherein the first 
geographic location is in a first country and the second geographic location is in a 
second country different than the first country. 

Rabinovich teaches a platform that is distributed globally. (See col. 9, lines 53- 
58). Hence, it would have been obvious at the time of the invention for an artisan of 
ordinary skill in the art to use the global system taught by Rabinovich. Therefore, claim 
11 is rejected. 
Claim 12 : 

Referring to claim 12, Rabinovich teaches the method of claim 1 , wherein the 
communications system is an online service provider. 

Rabinovich teaches an Internet Service Provider otherwise known as online 
service provider. (See col. 9, lines 62-65). Hence, it would have been obvious at the 
time of the invention for an artisan of ordinary skill in the art to use the online service 
provider taught by Rabinovich. Therefore, claim 12 is rejected. 
Claim 16 : 

Referring to claim 16, Rabinovich teaches the computer program of claim 15, the 
computer readable medium comprising a disc. Rabinovich teaches a hard disk. (See 
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col. 6, lines 13-16). Hence, it would have been obvious at the time of the invention for 
an artisan of ordinary skill in the art to use the hard disk taught by Rabinovich. 
Therefore, claim 16 is rejected. 
Claims 17 and 18 : 

Referring to claim 17 and 18, Rabinovich teaches the computer program of claim 
17 and 18, the computer readable medium comprising a client device and a host 
respectively. Rabinovich teaches a host/client sytem. (See col. 6, lines 33-41). Hence, it 
would have been obvious at the time of the invention for an artisan of ordinary skill in 
the art to use the processor and memory taught by Rabinovich as host and/or client 
device. Therefore, claims 17 and 18 are rejected. 

8. Claims 2, 3 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Rabinovich (US 6,256.675) in view of Colev et al. (US 5.826,014 and in further 
view of Loehndorf, Jr. et al. U.S. 6,094,437). 

Rabinovich teaches the invention substantially as claimed including a system and 
method for distributing a request for an object from a requestor. (See col. 4, lines 41- 
43). 

Claim 2 : 

Referring to claim 2, Rabinovich teaches method of claim 1 , further comprising 
encapsulating the data requests in a Layer Two Tunneling protocol at the proxy. (See 
above). 
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Rabinovich teaches a system and method for distributing a request for an object 
from a requestor. (See above). Rabinovich does not explicitly disclose the proxy 
limitation. However, Coley extensively teaches the concept of proxy. (See abstract). 

Hence, it would have been obvious at the time of the invention for an artisan of 
ordinary skill in the art to combine the request distributor taught by Rabinovich with the 
proxy as disclosed by Coley. Using a proxy would allow for concealing passwords from 
the public thus security is enhanced. 

Neither Rabinovich nor Coley disclose Layer Two Tunneling protocol. However, 
Loehndorf teaches the Layer Two Tunneling protocol in extenso. (See abstract). 

Tunneling is a technology that enables one network to send its data via another's 
network's connection. Therefore, claim 2 is rejected. 

Tunneling is a technology that enables one network to send its data via another's 
network's connection. Therefore, claim 13 is rejected. 
Claim 3 : 

Referring to claim 3, Rabinovich teaches the method of claim 1 , wherein the 
tunneling protocol comprises User Datagram Protocol. 

Rabinovich teaches a system and method for distributing a request for an object 
from a requestor. (See above). Rabinovich does not explicitly disclose the proxy 
limitation. However, Coley extensively teaches the concept of proxy. (See abstract). 

Hence, it would have been obvious at the time of the invention for an artisan of 
ordinary skill in the art to combine the request distributor taught by Rabinovich with the 
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proxy as disclosed by Coley. Using a proxy allows for concealing passwords from the 
public thus security is enhanced. 

Neither Rabinovich nor Coley disclose Layer Two Tunneling protocol. However, 
Loehndorf teaches UDP at col. 9, line 10 and 61. UDP is more efficient than TCP; thus 
claim 3 is rejected. 
Claim 13 : 

Referring to claim 13, Rabinovich teaches the method of claim 1 , wherein the 
proxy comprises an IP tunnel. 

Rabinovich teaches a system and method for distributing a request for an object 
from a requestor. (See above). Rabinovich does not explicitly disclose the proxy 
limitation. However, Coley extensively teaches the concept of proxy. (See abstract). 

Hence, it would have been obvious at the time of the invention for an artisan of 
ordinary skill in the art to combine the request distributor taught by Rabinovich with the 
proxy as disclosed by Coley. Using a proxy would allow for concealing passwords from 
the public thus security is enhanced. 

Neither Rabinovich nor Coley disclose IP Tunneling protocol. However, 
Loehndorf teaches IP Tunneling protocol in extenso. IP tunneling would allow non-IP 
networks to communicate over the World Wide Web; thus claim 1 3 is rejected. 
9. Claims 7, 14-15 and 19-29 

These claims do not teach or define any significantly new limitation above and 
beyond claims 1-6 and 8-13 to warrant particular treatment, and therefore are rejected 
for similar reasons. 
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1 0. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Emmanuel Coffy whose telephone number is (703) 305- 
0325. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 - 5:00 P.M. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Ario Etienne can be reached on (703) 308-7562. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Emmanuel Coffy 
Patent Examiner 
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